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1 This action is in response to the communication filed on 6/28/2005. 

2 DETAILED ACTION 

3 Response to Arguments 

4 Applicant argues primarily that: 

5 a. van Zoest in view of Cooper does not disclose an output controller to 

6 render the content if the comparator indicates the content does not match any of the 

7 highly compressed content pieces, because the certificates of Cooper and the content 

8 pieces of van Zoest are two different things. 

9 b. It would be nonsensical to check for a valid license in van Zoest once it 

10 has been determined that the user is in possession of a copy of the content. 

1 1 Regarding applicant's argument a. that the certificates of Cooper and the content 

12 pieces of van Zoest are two different things, the examiner has considered the argument 

13 and has not found it persuasive. Paragraphs 0263-0267 of Cooper clearly shows that the 

14 content being checked has been uniquely embedded with the digital certificate 

1 5 identification number. As such, it is the watermarked content that is being checked. 

16 Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine the content checking system of Cooper 

1 7 with the content checking system of van Zoest for the reasons provided in the office 

18 action dated 3/28/2005. Therefore, the examiner does not find the argument persuasive 

1 9 and has therefore maintained the rejections in view of the combination of van Zoest and 

20 Cooper. 

21 Regarding applicant's argument b. that it would be nonsensical to check for a 

22 valid license in van Zoest once it has been determined that the user is in possession of a 
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1 copy of the content, the examiner has considered the argument and does not find the 

2 argument persuasive. Col. 3 Lines 8-45 of Fucarile clearly teaches that mere possession 

3 of content is not enough to authorize access to the content and provides a means utilizing 

4 the checking and validation of licenses in the content. Therefore, it would not have been 

5 nonsensical to check for a valid license once it was determined in van Zoest that the user 

6 possessed the content. This would have protected against illegal copying of the content, 

7 as taught by Fucarile. Therefore, the examiner does not find the argument persuasive and 

8 has maintained the rejections in view of the combination of van Zoest and Fucarile. 
9 

10 All rejections and objections not specifically set forth below have been 

1 1 withdrawn. 

12 Claims 18-19 and 53-57 have been cancelled. 

13 Claims 1-17, and 20-52 have been examined. 

1 4 Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

15 The following is a quotation of 35 U.S. C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

16 obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

17 A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in section 

18 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the 

1 9 subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in 

20 the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention 

2 1 was made. 
22 

23 Claims 1-8, 11-15, 29-36, and 38-52 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 

24 unpatentable over van Zoest et al. (US Patent Number 6,496,802) hereinafter referred to as van 

25 Zoest, and further in view of Cooper et al. (US Patent Application Publication 2001/0051996) 

26 hereinafter referred to as Cooper. 
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1 Regarding claim 1 van Zoest disclosed a system comprising: a source database (See van 

2 Zoest Fig. 1 Element 135) storing a plurality of highly compressed content pieces (See van Zoest 

3 Col. 8 Paragraph 3 and Col. 7 Paragraph 6); and a content player (See van Zoest Fig. 1 1), 

4 coupled to the source database (See van Zoest Col. 18 Paragraphs 4-5, Col. 19 Paragraph 1, and 

5 Col. 1 1 Paragraphs 2-3), including, an interface to receive a subset of the plurality of highly 

6 compressed content pieces from the source database (See van Zoest Col. 1 1 Paragraph 3), a 

7 storage device to store the subset (it was inherent that when the content was downloaded it was 

8 stored in order to play the content as disclosed above), a comparator to compare the subset to 

9 content and determine whether the content matches any of the plurality of highly compressed 

10 content pieces in the subset (See van Zoest Col. 5 Paragraph 3 Lines 7-12), and a resolver to take 

1 1 particular action in response to the comparator indicating the content matches one of the plurality 

12 of highly compressed content pieces in the subset (See van Zoest Col. 5 Paragraph 3 Lines 1-6, 

13 and 12-15), but van Zoest failed to disclose an output controller to render the content if the 

14 comparator indicated the content did not match any of the highly compressed content pieces in 

15 the subset. 

16 Cooper teaches that in a content providing system, in order to protect against the use of 

17 copied content, a comparison should be made with all the content currently being played by other 

1 8 users and playing the content if no match is found (See Cooper Paragraph 0124). 

19 It would have been obvious to the ordinary person skilled in the art at the time of 

20 invention to employ the teachings of Copper in the content providing system of van Zoest by 

21 comparing the content of the user with the content being played by other users and playing the 

22 content if no match was found. This would have been obvious because the ordinary person 
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1 skilled in the art would have been motivated to provide protection against the use of duplicated 

2 content. 

3 Claim 2 recites that the comparator is to compare the subset to content being played by 

4 the content player (See van Zoest Col. 15 Paragraph 4 and Col. 16 Paragraphs 3-4). 

5 Claim 3 recites that the content player is coupled to the source database via the Internet 

6 (See Van Zoest Col. 1 9 Paragraph 2). 

7 Claims 4-6 recite that the plurality of highly compressed content pieces comprise a 

8 plurality of highly compressed audio, video, and audio/video pieces (See van Zoest Col. 5 

9 Paragraph 2). 

10 Claim 7 recites that the interface is further to subsequently communicate with the source 

1 1 database, retrieve a new subset of the plurality of highly compressed content pieces from the 

12 source database, and replace the subset in the storage device with the new subset (See van Zoest 

13 Col. 2 Paragraph 5 wherein it was disclosed that the content was streamed to the user and it was 

14 therefore inherent that the newly streamed data replaced the older streamed data). 

1 5 Claim 8 recites a content source coupled to the content player, and wherein the content 

16 player further comprises a compressor to receive content from the content source, generate a 

17 highly compressed content piece based on the received content, and add the generated highly 

1 8 compressed content piece to the subset in the storage device (See van Zoest Col. 15 Paragraph 2 

19 wherein the user uploads the content to the server, and Col. 7 Paragraph 6). 

20 Claim 1 1 recites that the storage device is further to store the content (See van Zoest Col. 

21 5 Paragraph 5). 
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1 Claim 12 recites a content source, coupled to the content player, from which the content 

2 is received (See Van Zoest Fig. 1 Element 150 and Col. 6 paragraph 3). 

3 Claim 13 recites that the content player receives the content from the content source in its 

4 entirety before playback of the content begins (See van Zoest Abstract wherein it was disclosed 

5 that the content was downloaded). 

6 Claim 14 recites that the comparator determine whether the content matches any of the 

7 plurality of highly compressed content pieces in the subset by comparing a first set of feature 

8 values associated with each of the plurality of highly compressed content pieces with a second 

9 set of feature values associated with the content, and checking whether at least a threshold 

10 number of the first set of feature values is within threshold distance of is to the second set of 

1 1 feature values (See van Zoest Figures 5-6 and Col. 15 Paragraph 2). 

12 Claim 15 recites that the first set of feature values and the second set of feature values 

13 each comprises a set of audio energy features (See van Zoest Figures 5-6 and Col. 16 Paragraph 

14 2). 

1 5 Claim 29 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 1 above. 

16 Regarding claim 30, van Zoest and Cooper disclosed the media being a song (See van 

1 7 Zoest Col. 2 Paragraph 2). 

1 8 Regarding claim 3 1 , van Zoest and Cooper disclosed the media being a movie (See van 

1 9 Zoest Col. 2 Paragraph 2). 

20 Claim 32 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 2 above. 

21 Claim 33 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 1 above. 

22 Claim 34 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 1 above. 
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1 Claim 35 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 7above. 

2 Claim 36 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 8 above. 

3 Claims 38 and 39 are rejected for the same reasons as claims 14 and 15 above. 

4 Claim 40 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 1 above and further because van Zoest 

5 and Cooper disclosed the use of software to accomplish these tasks (See van Zoest Col. 13 

6 Paragraph 6). 

7 Claim 41 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 1 above. 

8 Claim 42 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 7 above. 

9 Claim 43 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 1 above. 

10 Claim 44 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 8 above. 

1 1 Claim 45 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 1 1 above. 

12 Claim 46 is rejected for the same reasons as claims 1 and 15 above. 

13 Claim 47 is rejected for the same reasons as claims 4-6 above. 

14 Claim 48 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 1 above. 

1 5 Claim 49 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 7 above, 

16 Claim 50 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 8 above. 

17 Claim 51 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 14 above. 

18 Claim 52 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 15 above. 

19 Claims 9-10, 16-17, 20-28, and 37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 

20 unpatentable over van Zoest, and further in view of Fucarile et al. (US Patent Number 6,766,305) 

21 hereinafter referred to as Fucarile. 
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1 Regarding claim 9 van Zoest disclosed a system comprising: a source database (See van 

2 Zoest Fig. 1 Element 135) storing a plurality of highly compressed content pieces (See van Zoest 

3 Col. 8 Paragraph 3 and Col. 7 Paragraph 6); and a content player (See van Zoest Fig. 1 1), 

4 coupled to the source database (See van Zoest Col. 18 Paragraphs 4-5, Col. 19 Paragraph 1, and 

5 Col. 1 1 Paragraphs 2-3), including, an interface to receive a subset of the plurality of highly 

6 compressed content pieces from the source database (See van Zoest Col. 1 1 Paragraph 3), a 

7 storage device to store the subset (it was inherent that when the content was downloaded it was 

8 stored in order to play the content as disclosed above), a comparator to compare the subset to 

9 content and determine whether the content matches any of the plurality of highly compressed 

10 content pieces in the subset (See van Zoest Col. 5 Paragraph 3 Lines 7-12), and a resolver to take 

1 1 particular action in response to the comparator indicating the content matches one of the plurality 

12 of highly compressed content pieces in the subset (See van Zoest Col. 5 Paragraph 3 Lines 1-6, 

13 and 12-15), but van Zoest failed to disclose that the storage device is further to store a plurality 

14 of licenses identifying content that a user of the content player is authorized to playback, and 

15 wherein the particular action comprises the resolver checking whether one of the plurality of 

16 licenses corresponds to the content. 

17 Fucarile teaches that in a content player, the content should contain a license which can 

1 8 be checked against a license server in order to verify proper access rights to the content (See 

1 9 Fucarile Summary of the Invention). 

20 It would have been obvious to the ordinary person skilled in the art at the time of 

21 invention to employ the teachings of Fucarile in the content providing system of Cooper by 

22 verifying a license for the content once the content was identified. This would have been 
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1 obvious because the ordinary person skilled in the art would have been motivated to provide 

2 protection against illicit copies of the content. 

3 Claim 10 recites that the plurality of highly compressed content pieces in the subset 

4 further indicates whether one of the plurality of licenses is required for playback of the content 

5 (See van Zoest Col. 1 1 Paragraph 5). 

6 Claim 16 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 9 above. 

7 Claim 17 recites that the comparator is to compare the subset to content being played by 

8 the system (See van Zoest Col. 15 Paragraph 4 and Col. 16 Paragraphs 3-4). 

9 Claim 20 recites that the memory is further to store the content (See van Zoest Col. 5 

10 Paragraphs). 

1 1 Regarding claim 21 and 22, van Zoest and Fucarile disclosed acquiring content from CDs 

12 (See van Zoest Col. 6 Paragraph 3 and Fig. 1). 

13 Claim 23 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 9 above. 

14 Claim 24 recites a compressor, coupled to the memory, to receive content and generate 

15 the one or more highly compressed content pieces (See van Zoest Col. 15 Paragraph 2 wherein 

16 the user uploads the content to the server, and Col. 7 Paragraph 6). 

1 7 Claim 25 recites that the comparator determine whether the content matches any of the 

18 plurality of highly compressed content pieces in the subset by comparing a first set of feature 

19 values associated with each of the plurality of highly compressed content pieces with a second 

20 set of feature values associated with the content, and checking whether at least a threshold 

21 number of the first set of feature values is within threshold distance of is to the second set of 

22 feature values (See van Zoest Figures 5-6 and Col. 15 Paragraph 2). 
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1 Claim 26 recites that the first set of feature values and the second set of feature values 

2 each comprises a set of audio energy features (See van Zoest Figures 5-6 and Col. 16 Paragraph 

3 2). 

4 Regarding claim 27, van Zoest disclosed the players being portable (See van Zoest Col. 4 

5 Paragraph 1). 

6 Claim 28 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 10 above. 

7 Claim 37 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 9 above. 

8 Conclusion 

9 Claims 1-17, and 20-52 have been rejected. 

10 THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 

1 1 policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

12 A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 



13 MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 

14 MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 

1 5 the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 

16 will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 

1 7 CFR 1 . 1 36(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 

1 8 however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 

1 9 date of this final action. 

20 Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 

21 examiner should be directed to Matthew T. Henning whose telephone number is (571) 272-3790. 

22 The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8-4. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 



2 supervisor, Ayaz Sheikh can be reached on (57 1) 272-3795. The fax phone number for the 

3 organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 



5 Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 

6 may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 

7 applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 

8 system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 

9 system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-2 1 7-9 1 97 (toll-free). 
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